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THE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE MEETING 
Monday, March 31 , 1997 
1519 
CALL TO ORDER 
The University Faculty Senate was called to order by Chair Haack at 3:17P.M. 
Present: Randall Krieg, Dean Primrose, Sherry Gable, Carol Cooper, Merrie Schroeder, Richard 
McGuire, Calvin Thomas, Jerome Soneson, Ken De Nault, Paul Shand, Joel Haack, Andrew 
Gilpin, Katherine Van Wormer, Barbara Weeg, Phil Patton, Sue Grosboll, and Mary Bozik (Ex-
officio). Alternates: William Bowlin for Hans Isakson and Lauren Nelsen for Martha Reineke. 
Absent: Suzanne McDevitt 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
The minutes ofMarch 10, 1997 or March 24, 1997 were not approved because the Secretary had 
not completed them. 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
1 Call for press identification. Keri Hathaway of the Northern Iowa was in attendance. 
2 Comments from Chair Haack. 
• The Chair expressed regret at needing to meet at the same time as the Graduate Faculty. 
Concerns have been expressed by some members of the Graduate Faculty about the Faculty Senate 
meeting at the same time as the Graduate Faculty. However, the Senate' s meeting was scheduled 
in August and the Graduate Faculty meeting was scheduled later. 
• Haack congratulated the Senate on the work it accomplished at the last Senate meeting and 
thanked Vice Chair Gable for conducting the meeting in his absence. 
• Haack stated that the Provost was attending the Graduate Faculty meeting and expressed her 
regret at her not being in attendance. The Provost felt it necessary to attend the Graduate Faculty 
meeting to show her support for the graduate program. 
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING 
By mutual consent, no new calendar items were considered. 
NEW BUSINESS I 
3 Andy Abbott, outgoing N.I.S.G. spokesperson, introduced Matt Bunting, the incoming 
N.I.S.G. spokesperson to the Faculty Senate. 
OLD BUSINESS 1 
4 Chair Haack announced that Sue Koch had asked that her motion on the University Mission 
(Docket 549, Calendar Item 623) be withdrawn. 
Cooper/Soneson moved/seconded to remove from the table the motion to refer the proposed change 
in University Mission Statement to the Senate' s Strategic Planning Committee. 
Motion carried. 
Gable/Primrose moved/seconded to remove Docket 549, Calendar Item 623 from consideration. 
Motion to remove Docket 549, Calendar Item 623 from consideration carried. 
5 Gabie/Gilpin moved/seconded to remove from the table the motion to approve the use of 
student credit hours as one of a number of criteria to be used in budgeting decisions. 
Motion to remove from the table did not carry. 
CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS 
553 627 Request from Provost Marlin to decide who should call the Panel on Faculty Conduct 
into session when a faculty member disputes or protests a disciplinary sanction other than dismissal 
proposed by the Provost. 
Soneson/Thomas moved/seconded a motion to request the Provost negotiate the entire area of 
faculty discipline, not just the outdated "Disciplinary Sanctions other Than Dismissal- Faculty" 
Policy, with United Faculty in a good faith effort to produce policies and procedures acceptable to 
all concerned, and that the Provost aggressively seek the approval of the Iowa Board ofRegents for 
such policies and procedures as a part of the master Agreement Between The State of Iowa Board 
ofRegents and The United Faculty. 
Soneson stated that he had made the motion on behalf of Senator Isakson, who could not attend 
today' s meeting. 
Haack reported that he and Barbara Lounsberry, President of United Faculty, had meet with 
President Koob last Fall to clarify the issue of what items are appropriately in the provenance of the 
Faculty Senate and what items are appropriately in the provenance ofUnited Faculty. The general 
agreement among the three was that as far as possible, items establishing principles were 
reasonably the provenance of the Faculty Senate. Items establishing procedures for carrying out 
such principles where they bore on the relationship between faculty and the administration, were 
reasonably up to United Faculty to peruse in negotiations with the administration. It is thus 
appropriate for the Faculty Senate to consider principles related to issues such as the one before us. 
Appropriate discussion could even include the desirability of having a policy and the desirability of 
having faculty involved. In previous reviews of items brought before the Faculty Senate and 
United Faculty, it was brought up that the Faculty Senate could ask United Faculty to consider 
certain issues and the Faculty Senate could ask the administration to consider certain issues. 
However, it is inappropriate for someone outside the bargaining unit, that is, a person not 
represented by the bargaining unit, who is a member of the administration to be present during or to 
influence such discussions. Accordingly, Haack intended to leave the room and asked that others 
not represented by the bargaining unit (ofUnited Faculty) to also leave the room. 
Cooper asked that a substitute motion be made that would only address the issues that Haack stated 
were appropriate for the Senate to discuss. 
Cooper/Primrose moved/seconded to move into a committee of the whole. Motion carried. 
De Nault/Gabie moved/seconded to rise from the Committee of the Whole. Motion carried. 
De Nault/Primrose moved/seconded to table the motion until such time that the Provost would be 
available to participate in the discussion. Motion carried. 
557 631 Request from Senator De Nault for a study of the impact of cancellation of classes with 
low-enrollment on the integrity and quality of educational programs. 
Gable/Thomas moved/seconded to refer the request to the Educational Policies Commission. 
Motion to refer the request to the Educational Policies Commission carried. 
Gable/Soneson moved to consider Docket 572, Calendar Item 646, next, out of regular order. 
Motion carried. 
572 646 Oral report from Senate Representatives to the Strategic Plan Reconciliation 
Committee. 
Gable distributed a copy of the proposal from the University 
Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee on the Structure for 
Consideration ofFuture Changes in the Strategic Plan (Appendix 
A) and reported on the proposed performance indicators. 
Haack added that the Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee was charged with two tasks. The 
first charge was to revise the strategic plan in light of the input from the various constituencies, 
faculty, staff, and students. The second charge was to propose a mechanism for consideration of 
future changes in the Strategic Plan. The first charge was completed just before Christmas and the 
second charge was taken up this (Spring) semester. The results of the Spring deliberations are what 
Gable has shared with the Senate. The proposal for a procedure for consideration of future changes 
in the Strategic Plan is based upon the present structure of the committee, which seemed to work 
well . What has been added is a timeline for consideration of changes. 
De Nault stated that as the Senate' s representative to the Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee 
he felt compelled to point out that until recently, "strategic planning" had been "academic 
planning". Students have always been involved with academic planning. Staff involvement is a 
recent change. The present structure of the Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee is premised on 
the belief that the University can be broken into three parts, faculty, staff, and students. There is 
some difficulty with "staff' as that includes both merit employees and professional and scientific 
staff In any case, just because the university can be divided into three entities does this mean that 
each entity should have an equal voice. UNI is an academic institution and our prime function is 
education. He questioned the appropriateness ofthe equality of power of the three entities. He felt 
that the educational area should have the greatest voice. The present structure has diluted the voice 
of the faculty. He urged the Senate to take a stand. 
Soneson asked how well did the Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee work. He wondered 
whether the addition of staff to the decision making enriched or detracted from the work of the 
committee. 
Gable stated that when issues of terminology arose, such as cocurricular versus extracurricular, the 
academic representatives were out voted by the staff and students. In this case, students and staff 
wanted the term cocurricular to indicate that these activities were on an equal plane with 
academics. The academic representatives wanted extracurricular to indicate that these activities 
were outside of the curriculum. 
Gilpin offered the observation that it was an enlightening process. It involved a dialogue which he 
had not been involved with elsewhere. He was not sure what that means in the long run. He agreed 
with Gabel that there was a paradigm shift going on. The process is broadening the scope of who 
has input into the priorities of the academic sector of the university. 
Haack stated that there were two sides. The academic division has more of a say in plans that 
involve other parts of the university. At the same time, other parts of the university have more of a 
say into the academic issues. His perception was that though the committee tried to work by 
consensus, tried to discover the underlying reasons for some concerns, there is no question that 
some issues came down to a straight vote. In the voting, it was Haack's recollection that every 
group won some and every group lost some. 
De Nault responded to Soneson' s question. The procedure certainly broadened the discussion by 
including the various groups. This procedure forced faculty to clarify more specifically areas that 
we generally take for granted. This was a positive aspect of the discussion. The negative aspect 
was that on some issues that he considered of paramount importance to an educational institution, 
the academic area was unsuccessful. For example, there was a disagreement between students, 
academics, and staff on the nature of higher education. The student representatives presented a 
view that education at UNI should be a practical, job-oriented activity. Faculty should be hired on 
the basis of their specific practical experience. The academic area argued unsuccessfully that 
education at the university is far more than job-oriented training. Another area of disagreement 
was the mind, body, spirit language. Students and staff wanted an expression of a warm, fuzzy 
environment whereas the academic area was more concerned about an intellectually challenging 
environment. In part, this discussion resolved around semantics. Gilpin suggested during the 
debate that a glossary by appended to the document so that everyone would have a common 
understanding of the words used in the document. This idea was rejected because it was felt that 
because the document was to be a public document that would be going to the Board of Regents, 
the words should be commonly understood by the public. 
Gilpin pointed out that there was not consensus on what the document itself means. 
Soneson remarked that it sounds like the process was good. Faculty are hearing about the concerns 
of students. At the same time, this gives faculty an opportunity to do some educating about what a 
university is. This is very important to the community. This is the sort of conversation that helps 
make a group of different people into a community. This gives an opportunity to share projects. 
He understood that faculty would want their way to prevail but the faculty should only prevail if 
they are convincing. Decisions should be based upon reason. Grosboll spoke in support of 
Soneson' s remarks. She had heard comments about the process from both faculty and staff She 
thought it was good to have the document debated. She stated that staff were working for the 
university and were a backup for what the faculty were doing. This type of partnership is good for 
the university. 
Bozik commented about the document presented to the Senate (Proposed Procedure for 
Consideration ofFuture Changes in the Strategic Plan). She would be more comfortable if there 
were definitions of "strategic plan", "performance indicators", and "targets". She inquired about 
the statement that the "plan should be acceptable to all groups before becoming accepted". She 
asked what would happen if changes in the plan are not acceptable to all constituent groups. 
Gable stated that her concern was with issues of curriculum. The academic area attempted to 
exempt curriculum from the process but this attempt was unsuccessful. The curriculum should not 
be voted on by the entire university. She also reported that according to the representatives from 
each of the constituent groups, everyone was equally frustrated by the process. Cooper stated that 
it is an A.A.U.P. (American Association ofUniversity Professors) policy that faculty have control 
of the curriculum. There can be a lot of sharing and interacting but it would be inappropriate for 
control of the curriculum to lie outside of the faculty. 
Andy Abbott (NISG representative) agreed with Gable that students were equally frustrated by the 
process. 
Patton asked what in the document took primary responsibility for curriculum away from the 
faculty. 
Gable replied that there were performance indicators and targets that are curricular in nature. For 
example, having the Curriculum Committee composed of 25% non-faculty. Another issue is under 
"Intellectual Vitality", where the number of hours in a major devoted to electives is targeted. This 
is a curricular issue. 
Patton stated that the issue of the number of hours of electives in a major is simply in the document 
for discussion. This has nothing to do with mandating curricular changes. 
Gable replied that if a "performance indicator" is to be the number of hours of electives in a major 
and the President has report this to the Board of Regents, then this is a target that will demand 
curricular changes. This is not a request for a hypothetical discussion. 
Haack added that whether the target was to be a "high" or "low" has been left out. However, the 
fact remains that it was put forward. 
Gable added that when the Strategic Plan was presented to the university community, she had asked 
President Koob about this. He had replied that this was put in for discussion. If the faculty wanted 
to change it, they could. However, the faculty does not have control of the document and hence, 
does not have control of the issue. 
Cooper asked for clarification of who had to agree to a change in the Strategic Plan. 
De Nault replied that the units were students, staff, and faculty . 
Cooper asked if the Senate should follow up on this issue. 
Gable recommended that the Senate follow up. 
Soneson stated that is seems that the Cabinet has a different status than the Committee. He 
suggested that the committee have three members from the Cabinet. This would make the group 
truly representative of everyone. 
Gilpin stated that it would be good for the Cabinet to provide some feedback to the Committee. He 
was hesitant to have members of the Cabinet serve as members of the Committee. He suspected 
that this would infringe on the central administrations charge. Ultimately, the Strategic Plan is a 
recommendation to the Cabinet and President. The President is responsible for presenting the plan 
to the Board of Regents. The President and Cabinet are responsible for the final decision. 
Haack stated that this year the Strategic Plan presented to the Board of Regents was the plan 
approved the Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee. 
Gable stated that one difficulty was that the targets and performance indicators were not developed 
by the Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee. They were developed by a separate group. The 
proposed procedure for future changes attempts to tie performance indicators to the strategic plan 
and have both changes and the proposed progress indicators discussed by the same group. This 
will help clarify and strengthen the process. Primrose asked what the Senate should do. 
De Nault wished the Senate to provide input to the Senate' s representatives to the Strategic Plan 
Reconciliation Committee. Though discussion between the various factions on the Committee is 
informative, direction from the Senate would be helpful. De Nault again asked the Senate to 
consider whether the three identified units, faculty, staff, and students, should have an equal voice 
in the Strategic Plan. He argued that students may argue and vote for what appears good for the 
moment but that this may not be good for the student in the long term. Faculty are here for many 
years, students for only a few. Students come to the University for guidance from the faculty. 
Soneson asked if it would be helpful to change the procedure so that any changes must be passed 
by consensus rather than by vote. Haack stated that in the future there will be a plan in place and 
that future considerations will focus on changes in rather than the development of the Strategic 
Plan. 
Soneson stated that if faculty cannot prevail then the proposed change should be rejected. 
Gable suggested that the Professional and Scientific Staff are considering changes and will be 
brining them to the Reconciliation Committee. She asked that the Senate discuss these changes 
when they have been proposed. 
Primrose asked if a motion was needed. 
Haack stated that the Senate is listening to the report of their representatives to the Strategic Plan 
Reconciliation Committee. Primrose asked if the Senate should schedule this for the future. Haack 
stated that the Reconciliation Committee may forward its recommendations to the President. The 
Reconciliation Committee is not required to come to the Senate for approval. The President did 
want each constituency to review the progress indicators. 
Gable/Bozik moved/seconded that the Senate review the performance indicators at the next Senate 
meeting. 
Gilpin asked if this would then take precedence over consideration of the calendar that is scheduled 
for the next Senate meeting. 
Haack stated that it might be useful for a subcommittee of the Senate review the progress indicators 
and then bring proposals to the Senate. 
Gilpin stated that the Senate had approved the creation of a Senate Strategic Plan Committee. 
Primrose stated that it would be logical for the Senators who are representing the Senate on the 
Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee to review the proposed progress indicators and report to 
he Senate. 
Haack stated that was a reasonable suggestion. 
De Nault replied that the purpose of the report was two-fold, to give Senators an update and to get 
input from Senators, so that the representatives can represent the wishes of the Senate. It would be 
of benefit to have the Senate' s input rather than to continue to operate on our own. 
Primrose stated that he wanted specific proposals and concerns. Haack stated that it was possible 
that President Koob will ask each of the three constituent groups for responses to the performance 
indicators. These responses would then be sent to the next reconciliation committee. If the 
proposed procedures for reconciliation are accepted by President Koob, then the Senate will be 
asked to name three representatives to this new committee. He suggested that it might be ofbenefit 
to discussion of the proposed target indicators at the next Senate meeting. 
Andy Abbott stated that NISG had not approved the Strategic Plan nor the proposed reconciliation 
procedures. He further stated that NISG had not seen the proposed target indicators. Haack replied 
that he assumed that NISG will be asked to comment on the proposed target indicators. He further . 
stated that it would be of benefit for a group of Senators to examine the proposed target indicators 
and make specific recommendations to the Senate. 
Primrose expressed concern with the number of items the Senate still needs to consider. 
Gable suggested that the Senate' s representatives to the Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee 
would be an appropriate group to examine the progress indicators and report to the Senate. 
De Nault/Soneson moved/seconded to amend the motion that the Senate review the performance 
indicators at the next Senate meeting by striking "next Senate meeting" and inserting "on April 28, 
1997". 
Soneson expressed support for Primrose's concern with the number of items still on the Senate' s 
docket. He wondered what would happen to items that the Senate did not get to. 
Haack stated that they would carry over to the next Senate term. Patton reminded the Senate that 
they had invited the Enrollment Management Committee to present a report at the April28, 1997, 
meeting. 
Bozik stated that it would be very helpful to have definitions for the targets and performance 
indicators at the April 28, 1997, meeting. Discussion will not be fiuitful if we do not have a 
common understanding of the terms. 
Motion to amend the motion by striking "next Senate meeting" and inserting "on April 28, 1997" 
carried. 
Motion that the Senate review the performance indicators on April 28, 1997, carried. 
561 635 Report from the Educational Policies Commission on the Crownfield Resolution that 
Bachelor' s Degrees have a Complementary Minor. (Response to Calendar Item 579). De 
Nault/Bozik moved/seconded to receive the report of the Educational Policies Commission. 
Motion to receive the report of the Educational Policies Commission carried. 
By consensus, the Senate agreed to consider Docket 565, Calendar Item 638 next, out of order. 
564 638 Report of the General Education Committee on the Senate' s Request to study the 
educational advantages of splitting the General Education Program into a Skills Component and 
Liberal Arts Core Component and requiring students to enroll in the skills components the first 
semester of attendance at U.N.I. (Response to Calendar Item 590). 
Darrel Davis, Chair of the General Education Committee, reported that the General Education 
Committee had deliberated on the request. The division of the General Education Program into a 
skills component and a Liberal Arts Core component was part of a broader look at General 
Education. Part of this examination may be incorporated in the report of the Committee on the 
Qualities of an Educated Person. The General Education Committee will be considering some 
major changes in the General Education Program. However, the General Education Committee 
wants to change the program by "evolution" rather than "revolution". With respect to the issue of 
whether students should be required to enroll in the skills component their first semester and 
continue to be enrolled until they complete the requirement, the Committee understood the purpose 
of this requirement and has a hard time arguing against the concept. The skills included in the 
skills component are used in other courses throughout the University. However, the Committee has 
heard many anguished cries from the Department Head of English and the Department Head of 
Speech that this would put a huge burden on the departments to offer these skills courses to all 
freshmen their first semester. There would be more flexibility if this requirement was spread over 
the first two semesters. 
De Nault remarked about Item 4 in the report which states that the advising process should help 
students "complete the Communication Essentials courses within the time it takes them to complete 
the first 30 to 33 hours of their academic program or within the first year of academic work for a 
full-time student." He stated that we as educators often fail to help student understand that their 
university experience is for their improvement. If a student has difficulty in English, we often fail 
to get them into a writing course. He has seen too many seniors that have difficulty with writing 
who have not completed the writing requirement. Taking Fundamentals of Writing as a senior may 
help the student with their new job, assuming they get one, but it does not help give them the tools 
to be successful at the university. One of the items in the Strategic Plan is retention of students. In 
his opinion, it would be a better use of resources to give people the basic skills to survive, grow, 
and learn up front rather than to spend resources trying to save students. At present there are no 
restrictions on when a student most take basic skills. 
Davis replied that the Committee was responding to the request that basic skills be taken the first 
semester. 
Weeg asked if the Departments of English and Speech thought it was realistic for all students to 
take English and speech the first year. 
Davis replied that the English Department has great difficulty in providing writing courses for the 
present General Education program. To funnel the requirement to the first year would create more 
difficulties. 
Nelson stated that as a freshman advisor, it would be impossible to get all the students into these 
courses their freshman year. Bozik stated that it was announced at a recent Communication Studies 
Department meeting that there were currently 1, 100 students at UNI who have not taken Oral 
Communication. This number does not include any freshman for next year. Cooper stated that 
there were similar problems with Wellness courses. 
Gable remarked that to maximize the benefits of these skills courses they need to be taken as soon 
as possible. It is ridiculous for students to take speaking or writing their last semester. When she 
attended the Academic Success Seminar she learned that students have a difficult time with 
remediation. They had great difficulty getting themselves prepared in areas they were deficient. 
De Nault stated that if we value the quality of our education, we need to focus on what is best for 
our students. Clearly having basic skills is essential for a student to be prepared to take advantage 
of the educational opportunities at UNI. These basic skills are mathematics, writing, and speaking. 
He hears an argument that we do not have staff to teach this or staff to teach that so we will just let 
the students get this when they can. He thought this was an inappropriate attitude on the part of 
faculty. He pointed out that all students are required to complete these courses now, so other than 
those lost due to attrition, the numbers are the same. The question is how to implement a change so 
that students learn these basic skills their first year. 
Mahmood Y ousefi, Acting Vice President for Academic Affairs, argued against the policy because 
it cannot be enforced and there is a backlog of students who need these courses. The problem 
should be addressed through advising. 
Thomas remarked that when the General Education Program was changed the administration 
promised the Department ofEnglish Language and Literature sufficient funds to staff the courses. 
This promise was not kept. Though he appreciated the need for students to take basic skills courses 
the first year, this should not be required without adequate funding for departments to do this. 
Davis stated that from the administration' s perspective, they have provided additional lines for 
General Education. What appears to have happened is that many of these new lines have had much 
of their responsibilities devoted to non-general education courses and only a small portion devoted 
to general education courses. It is not fair to say that the administration did nothing. 
Cooper suggested that the problem could be addressed by having basic skills as a prerequisite to 
courses. 
Schroeder asked how students get to their senior year without having had these courses. 
Haack stated that the proposal examined by the General Education Committee called for putting 
mathematics into the basic skills area. This is not where it is at present and the current mathematics 
courses in the General Education Program are not designed to be skills courses. Furthermore, 
800:040 will become the remedial course starting in Fall, 1998. 
Abbott stated that in his experience, these basic skills should be learned in high school. 
McGuire stated that decentralization comes into the mix. In the College ofHumanities and Fine 
Arts, the dean is holding the line on adjuncts. In the past, many of the general education courses 
have been taught by adjuncts. The pressure to reduce the number of adjuncts makes the problem of 
staffing general education courses even more complex. 
Weeg remarked that another issue is whether general education courses are taught at capacity. She 
wondered what the effect on the number of available slots was of students dropping a course when 
it was too late for someone else to add. While we want to let students be flexible and there are 
legitimate reasons a student may drop a course, in many cases it seems that this action penalizes 
other students by making an available spot effectively unavailable. 
Bowlin stated that if students are going to take advantage of these courses, which are essential 
courses for every discipline, they need to have these courses the first year. In the School of 
Business, it is assumed that students have had these courses before they take their upper division 
courses. If students have put these off until their junior or senior year, they are severely 
handicapped. There is not much sense in offering these courses if they are not taken their freshman 
or sophomore year. Yousefi stated that with respect to resources, the reality is that we cannot staff 
enough sections. Part of the resource problem is the drop policy. At Iowa State University 
students can only withdraw from courses six times during their entire academic career. The UNl 
policy is so generous that students have no limit on the number of withdrawals. He urged the 
Senate to consider this policy. 
De Nault replied that he was disturbed by the discussion. We are told that the reality is we cannot 
staff enough sections. But without these skills students cannot survive in our courses. He 
wondered where were our priorities. We had a "Writing Across the Curriculum" initiative that 
pushed writing in all aspects of a student's university experience. Yet, we are told that there are not 
enough resources so that all students can take the fundamental writing course. This was an 
interesting comment on the priorities of the institution. He further argued that if the high schools 
knew these skills were required, they could prepare their students accordingly. Students should be 
encouraged to demonstrate their competency by tests so that they would not have to take these 
courses. The result should be a decrease in the number of sections of theses basic skills courses 
that would need to be offered. In addition, the proposal is that once a student has demonstrated the 
proficiency, the student has no more requirements, thus they can get some free electives. In his 
opinion, the proposal should reduce the number of general education sections devoted to teaching 
basic skills and give students more electives. 
Primrose stated that we are supposed to be here for undergraduates. We advertise ourselves as a 
"premier" undergraduate institution. We need to take care of this by hiring more people to teach 
general education courses. Furthermore, faculty who teach general education courses should be 
held in as high an esteem as those who teach specialty courses. 
Haack stated that we had passed the time of adjournment and it would be appropriate to adjourn 
and continue discussion of this issue under "Old Business" at the next Senate meeting. 
ADJOURNMENT 
Primrose/Gable moved/seconded to adjourn. 
Motion to adjourn carried. 
The Senate adjourned at 5:20P.M. 
Respectfully submitted, 
KD 
Kenneth J. De Nault, Secretary 
University Faculty Senate 
Approved November 24, 1997 
APPENDIX A 
Proposal from the Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee 
on the 
Structure for Consideration of Future Changes in the Strategic Plan 
Below we offer a proposal for a process for the revision of the University Strategic Plan, 
Performance Indicators and Targets, hereafter referred to as the Plan. We assume that any such 
process, to be legitimized, should be ratified by each of the constituent groups and approved by the 
Cabinet. The proposed process is distinct from comments regarding the form or function of the 
plan itself. For the purposes of this document, assume the University consists of three constituent 
groups, academic affairs, staff, and students. This proposal involves an iterative process 
connecting these constituent groups, a Reconciliation Committee and the Cabinet. Each constituent 
group will develop its own process by which it will identify and forward to the Reconciliation 
Committee (with copies to the other constituent groups) recommended revisions to the Plan. The 
various processes developed by the constituent groups will be described in a University document 
but may be modified by those groups at any time without the approval of the University. 
The Reconciliation Committee shall be composed of three representatives and one alternate from 
each constituent group as well as one representative (and alternate) from the Council of Academic 
Department Heads, one representative (and alternate) from the nonacademic directors, and one 
representative (and alternate) from the Academic Affairs Council. The Reconciliation Committee 
will receive the recommended revisions (additions, deletions, modifications). In negotiating and 
drafting a reconciled Plan, the Committee shall have license to modify the proposed revisions of 
any group. The reconciled Plan, clearly describing the recommended deletions and additions, shall 
be returned to the constituent groups for discussion and comment. The Reconciliation Committee 
will endeavor to incorporate said comments and report the Plan to all three constituent groups. 
Following discussion by all groups, the Reconciliation Committee will forward the Plan to the 
Cabinet. Should the Cabinet propose changes, the Plan will be returned to the Reconciliation 
Committee with clearly articulated comments. Following any modification, the Plan will be 
returned to the constituent groups for discussion prior to resubmitting to the Cabinet. 
In sum: The Reconciled Plan should be acceptable to all constituent groups and the Cabinet before 
becoming accepted as the New Reconciled Working Draft. Hopefully this process will encourage 
crossgroup consultation throughout the process. 
Time Line: The deadline for submission of proposed revisions to the Reconciliation Committee is 
February 15. The Committee intends that the process should be completed by midOctober to afford 
the President ample opportunity to prepare materials for the Board of Regents. 
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